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Export behavior has provoked a wide range of debate from a variety of 23 perspectives, ranging from discussions on the supply side of international trade 24 (Bilkey, 1978) to the human aspects of export behavior (Mellier, 1974; Reid, 1981) , 25 export decision making and organizational determinants of export behavior (Cavusgil, 26 1976 ). There is still only a limited number of studies that focus on the export behavior 27 of firms in developing countries, and on firms exporting various primary 28 commodities, such as marine or agricultural goods. In particular, studies dealing with 29 firms and industries where export is the prerequisite for existence and survival due to 30 a small home market (export or die) are similarly very limited. 31 This article focuses on the perceived barriers, obstacles or problems associated with 32 exporting of marine products from Iceland and how these barriers have developed or 33 changed over a period of nearly two decades from 1992 to 2011. The study was first 34 carried out among Icelandic exporters of marine products in 1992-1993 as a part of 35 broader research (Bjarnason, 1994) and then partly replicated in the year 2011, 36 targeting the same reference group of exporters. The results from the two studies Consumption of fish and fish products in Iceland is one of the highest per 12 capita consumption in the world. However, only between one and two per cent of the 13 total fish catch is consumed domestically and the rest is exported, which means that 14 the Icelandic fishing industry is distinctively characterized by "export or die". 15 Economic performance in Iceland is largely based on the performance of the In the 1930s and 1940s the main shape of the marine products export sector 33 in Iceland was created by the establishment of four export organizations, with strong 34 support from the Icelandic governments. The level of Government incentive came 35 either through direct involvement in the establishing and organization of these firms, 36 or in the granting of exclusive licenses for the export of certain product categories, 37 mainly frozen and salted. These export organizations were in most cases owned by the 38 relevant producers of the marine products exported or were operated on a cooperative 39 basis. In the early 1970s a similar export organization was established in the canned 40 i The term fishing industry, comprises in this article the activities of marine fisheries, and processing and exporting of marine products.
sector. However, the export of fresh fish and fish-oil and meal, was usually more 1 decentralized. This position was largely unchanged, until the 1980s and 1990s.
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According to a study by Bjarnason (1994) in the early 1990s the process of   3   internationalization by the Icelandic marine products exporters is largely characterized   4 by the, "export or die" peculiarity of the Icelandic fishing industry which means that 5 firms leap straight into exporting without prior development in the domestic market. 6 Furthermore, he argued that three principal factors were characteristic of the export 7 sector's development during the 1980s. 8 First, there was a relatively steady increase in the export-volume and prices of 9 all the main marine product categories. we had received responses from 57 companies, which give response rate of 47.9 per 1 cent. In the same ten weeks period we sent out five reminding letters (e.mails) and 2 made follow-up phone calls to selected companies in order to increase the response 3 rate. To analyse the data received in both the 1992 and 2011 surveys, the statistical 4 package SPSS was used, along with the spread-sheet package EXCEL. 5 To refine our analysis, we processed the data in two ways. First we defined 6 "high score" factors as those that meet two criteria: a mean score of ≥2.5 and a median 7 score of ≥3. Then we grouped the identified "high-score" factors as either being 8 "external" i.e. outside the direct control or decision area of the export firms or 9 "internal" i.e. factors which could be controlled by the individual export firms at least 10 to some degree.
11
To measure whether the sample of exporters in the 2011 survey perceived 12 export obstacles significantly differently from the sample of exporters in the 1993 13 survey, we performed t-tests of the differences in mean score of each factor common 14 to the two surveys. The mean score of the 2011 survey was tested against a null 15 hypothesis of equality to the mean found in the 1993 survey. The test triggered 16 significant differences upwards and downwards, each at a significance level of 0.05, 17
i.e. at 0.10 significance level when combined as a two-sided test. to difficulties in sourcing finances and subsidies, and to adapting the products to 10 different markets and building up a distribution network in foreign markets.
11 Gripsrud (1990) examined perceived barriers by Norwegian exporters of fish 12 and fish products to Japan. His results indicated that there were three principal factors 13 representing perceived barriers to exporting: the price/quality dimension, culture and 14 competition. Furthermore, he was able to show that firm size, main product 15 dried/salted cod, perceived price/quality dimension and perceived cultural dimension 16 all discriminated between firms in terms of experience in exporting or in terms of the 17 management attitude towards future exporting. Gripsrud (1990) concluded that the 18 larger the size of the company the more likely it was to export to Japan. However, if 19 the main product was salted/dried cod, it was less likely the company exported to 20 Japan and fewer the price/quality and cultural obstacles perceived the more likely it 21 was that the company exported to Japan. showed a large difference in their views of the internal barriers to export but little 5 differences between their views of the external barriers. 6 In Table I we summarize the factors most frequently identified as barriers and 7 problems associated with exporting. Some of these factors have been repeatedly 8 identified in studies over a long period. As indicated in Table I High production cost (Rabino, 1980) ; (Kaynak and Kothari, 1984) ; (Ghauri, 1991).
High transportation cost to foreign markets (Bauerschmidt, Sullivan and Gillespie, 1985) ; (Leonidou,1995) ; (Hummels, 2001 Problems related to the exporting of marine products from Iceland.
Results from survey 2011 Results from survey 1993
As outlined in our section on "research methodology" we sought out "high-1 score" v factors representing the most significant factors of export barriers.
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In Table III we identify nine factors out of the initial thirty factors measured 3 in both surveys that fulfill the defined criteria of "high-score" factors and are common 4 in both surveys. The "rank column" in Table III reflects how these factors were   5 ranked in terms of importance as export barriers in the two separate surveys. There 6 were three factors which met the criteria of "high-score" factors in the 1993 survey 7 only, but four "high-score" factors were identified in the 2011 survey which were not 8 identified in the 1993 survey. These factors are all listed in Table IV . 9 As indicated in Table II whether the t-value is less than a negative critical value -1.671. 21 As indicated in Table III were seen as Iceland's main competitors in the international markets for marine 9 products. Subsidization of substitute products such as agricultural products, especially 10 within the EEC regime, was also frequently stated to be an important problem. Iceland and some export markets subsequent to the economic collapse in Iceland in 21 2008, were also mentioned in connection with high transportation cost. The factor "high production cost in Iceland" was clearly indicated as an export 28 obstacle by exporters in the 1993 survey. More than eighty per cent of the responding 29 managers in the survey that year, ranked this factor in the range from being 30 "somewhat problematic" to "extremely problematic". However, in the 2011 survey 31 this factor was significantly less important and was only ranked the tenth most 32 important export barrier, with a mean score of 2,768. 33 "Fluctuations in demand at the export markets" was identified in the 1992 34 research as a severe problem associated with exporting, ranked the fifth most important obstacle in exports. In the 2011 survey, this factor seemed to be much less 1 important as it has an average mean score of 2,526 and a significant decrease between 2 1993 and 2011 indicated by the t-value in the mean score for this factor. 3 "Price fluctuations at the export markets" and "foreign currency fluctuations" 4 were two factors interviewees in the 1992 study frequently mentioned in connection 5 with the "fluctuations demand" factor. As shown in Table II , "price fluctuations" were 6 clearly indicated as somewhat problematic in exporting in the survey conducted 1992. 7 This factor was especially important to exporters of: fish-oil and meal, whole fresh 8 fish on ice and those exporting various primary processed products, particularly 9 products processed and frozen-at-sea. In the exports of further processed products, 10 such as those exported in consumer packaging, this factor was generally not stated as hindrance to export in the qualitative part of the study, both in 1992 and 2011. 33 However, this seems, not be reflected in the exporters' response to the questionnaires, 34 and no significant difference is in the response to this factor between 1992 and 2011. 35 Many respondents in the interviews felt, however, that the importance of this factor 36 tended to increase with more advanced processing and value-added to products. In the 1992 research many exporters, especially in the bigger EMCs, 5 expressed concerns over shrinking fish supply in Iceland, due to catch restrictions in 6 Icelandic waters at that time. These managers perceived that "restriction in fish 7 supply" not only restrains their export expansions opportunities, but could also cause interviewed in the summer of 2011, expressed major concern regarding this factor. 15 Still it was ranked as a moderate obstacle by exporters in the 2011 survey 16 questionnaires that followed, just as it was in the 1992 survey. The fourth "high-score" factor identified in the 2011 survey was "informal 32 ties with producers/processors". This factor was included in the survey questionnaires 33 in 1993 but then only got a mean score of 2,143 and was therefore not defined as an 34 "high-score" factor in our analysis. In the interviews conducted in 1992 a As indicated in Table V , a grouping of the identified "high-score" factors as In our analysis, we focused on the most important perceived export barriers, 9 which we defined as "high-score" factors. The study revealed nine "high-score" 10 factors common to both surveys and seven "high-score" factors which were identified 11 in either the 1993 or the 2011 survey. Furthermore, information revealed through the 12 interviews conducted ahead of these surveys, indicates that the obstacles perceived by 13 the exporter seem in many cases to be shaped strongly by the product categories and 14 by the firm's principal activity as an EMC or PIE firm. 15 All the factors of export barriers in the 1993 study and the 2011 study can be 16 defined as either "external" or "internal". In general, the internal factors identified are Internationalization." Journal of Business Research 12, 195-208, 1984 28 Cooper, Robert G. Kleinschmidt Elko J. "The impact of export strategy on export 29 sales performance" Journal of Business Research 12, 195-208, 1984 30 Czinkota, Michael R., Johnston, Wesely J. 
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